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Pollution from stationary sources at some Department of
Defense (DOD) installations will continue to pollute the
Nation's air for several years. Federal agencies had until July
1, 1973, in most areas of the country, to comply with Federal
air pollution sta.~dards. Findings/Conclusions: While some steps
have been taken to control air pollution, DOD needs to do much
more to comply with emission control standards. DOD and its
military services did not know, as of July 1, 1975, if their
installations were complying with air pollution standards. More
DOD installations could have been in compliance by the deadline
if the services had evaluated the status of their installations
sooner. The controllable causes of delayed compliance by the
military services were long delays in deciding how to control
emissions and lengthy project design phases. The uncontrollable
causes were the erergy crisis, the lack of technology, and the
unforeseen construction delays. Several State and local
officials were uncertain whether they should be involved in
consent agreements and whether they could enforce coapli'.e
commitments under such agreements. The Army and the Air Force do
not have a procedure to guarantee that environmental protection
recommendations are carried out. Recommendations: The Secretary
of Defense should require the Army, Navy, and Air Force to:
evaluate current air pollution emission surveys to isolate
violations of stationary source standards; develop the funding
program needed to attain full comFliance by the new deadline;
and make a thorough inspection to identify sources not in
compliance with new standards and take the necessary corrective
actions; and establish procedures to isolate and monitor



controllable causes which delayed control projects. The Army ani
the Air Force should be required to adopt a system of scheduled
surveys and establish procedures for monitoring installations'
actions on survcy team recommenlations. (Author/QM)



REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF'" 0THE UNITED STATES

Department Of Defense
Air Pollution Control:
Progress And Delays
Ai- pollution control standards were sup-
posed to be met by July 1, 1975. The
Department of Defense nas made progress
but about 30 percent of the major pollu-
ting installations were still not complying
with the standards in January 1977. Some
of these may not comp'v for several more
years.

GAO recommends steps to avoid delays in
correcting violations. it also discloses the
questionable status of jet engine test cells
under existing clean air legislation, which the
Congress should clarify.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEI
WASWHINTON, D.C. te6s

B-166506

To the President of the Senate an< the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discussed the status of major Defense
installations in relation to air quality standards and air
control authorities. The information should be useful in
gaging how clean air legislation is working in Federal
facilities.

A previous report to the Congress on August 23, 1973
(B-166506), discussed the Federal and State reluctance to
enforce air pollution control laws and regulations,

We made the review pursuant to the Budget and Accoutlting
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), ard the Accounting and Auditing Act
of 1950 (31 U.s.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,Office of Management and Budget; the Secretary of Defense;
and the Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency.

omptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSEREPORT TO THE CONGRESS AIR POLLUTION CONTROL:
PROGRESS AND DELAYS

DIGEST

Pollution from stationary sources (all sources
except vehicles) at some Department of Defense
installations will continu tro pollute the
Nation's air for several years. While some
steps have been taken to control harmful air
emissions, Defense needs to do much more to
comply with emission control requirements.
(See ch. 2.)

The Clean Air Amendments of 1970 require
Federal facilities to comply with Federal,
State, and local air pollution standards. On
April 30, 1971, the Environmental Protection
Agency published air quality standards for
sulfur oxide, nitrogen oxide, carbon monoxide,
particulate matter, hydrocarbons, and photo-
chemical oxidants. Federal agencies had until
July 1, 1975, in most areas of the country tocomply with Federal standards. The Congress
is considering extending the deadline. (:'ee
pp. 1 and 2.)

California has filed suit to stop the Navy
from violating air pollution standards.
The dispute is whether the Clean Air Act,
as amendeC, makes jet engines tested in
test cells subject to stationary-source
air pollution requirements. (See ch. 4.)
The Congress should amend the law to
clarify the situation.

COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARDS--
WHAT CAN BE DONE

Defense and its military services did not
know as of July 1, 1975, if their installa-tions were complying with air pollution
standards.

The Environmental Protection Agency in July
1975 c-assified 269 Defense installations
as major air pollution emitters. Major
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emitte[s can discharge at least 100 tons of
a single air pollutant each year. About
70 percent of Defense's major emitters were
in compliance in January 1977. More in-
stallations could have been in compliance by
the deadline if the services had evaluated
the status of their installations sooner.
(See pp. 3 to 6.)

In recognition of pending legislation to ex-
tend the d&adline, the Secretary of Defense
should require the Army, Navy, and Air Force
to

--evaluate current air pollution emnission
inventories to isolate violatioi, of sta-
tionary source standards,

--develop the funding program needed to
attain full compliance by the new deadline,
and

-- make a thorough inventory,if and when addi-
tional standards are issued, to identify
sources not in compliance and take the ac-
tions necessary to meet new standards in a
timely manner.

Defense agrees with the recommendations and
feels it has always acted quickly to attain
full compliance but that the Government bud-
get system takes 3 years tc move an abate-
ment project from inception to approval.
(See p. 6.)

CAUSES DELAYING COMPLIANCE

At five installations visited, the military
services could not control about half of the
causes which delayed them from complying with
the standards. The most time-consuming causes
of delays could have bee, controlled.

The controllable causes were long delays in
deciding how to control emissions and lengthy
project design phases. The uncontrollable
causes were (1) the energy crisis, (2) the
lack of technology, and (3) the unforeseen
construction delays. (See p. 10.)
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The Secretary of DefensF should require the
Army, Navy, and Air Force to establish pro-
cedures to isolate and monitor controllable
causes which delayed control projects.
Defense agrees with this recommendation.
(See p. 14.)

Consent agreements between Federal agenciesand the Environmental Protection Agency make
the agencies comply with air pollution con-
trol standards by an established date.States are encouraged to take part in the
compliance process. Several State and local
officials were uncertain whether they shouldbe involved in consent agreements and whether
they could enforce compliance commitments
under such agreements.

The Congress is considering amending the CleanAir Act to clarify

--whether and when Federal agencies are bound
by Federal, State, interstate, and local
procedural requirements and

-- who is authorized to enforce compliance withair quality standards. (See p. 17.)

INTERNAL REVIEWS

Navy makes regular technical environmental
surveys of its installations and requiresfeedback on recommended actions. The Artay
and the Air Force survey installation prob-
lems on request and do not have a procedureto guarantee thdt recommendations are carried
out. (See ch. 5.)

Defense said that inspections will be madewhere warranted and it did not comment on the
need for monitoring the bases' actions onrecommendations by Army and Air Force environ-
mental teams.

The Secretary of Defense should require the
Army and Air Force to adopt a system of sched-
uled surveys and establish procedures formonitoring installations' actions on survey
team recommendations. (See p. 24.)
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CHAPTER 1

AIR POLLUTION LAWS

Miilions of tons of harmful pollutants are gradually
saturating the atmosphere each year. The Council on
Environmental Quality estimated the 1975 nationwide cost
for controlling air pollution to be $11.6 billion.

In 1955 the Congress passed the first ail pollution
control act authorizing the Surgeon General to examine the
nature and extent of the Nation's air pollution problems.
The Clean Air Act of 1963 (77 Stat. 392) authorized grants
to State and local agencies for developing control programs
and provided the Federal Government authority to act against
polluters.

The Air Quality Act of 1967 (81 Stat. 485) required
(1) identifying geographical regions where air pollution
was a problem, (2) publishing air quality criteria for those
pollutants that may le harmful to a person's health or wel-
fare, and (3) publishing information on the techniques which
could be used to control the sources of those pollutants.
The States were required to develop standards for the pollut-
ants and plans for implementing the standards subject to Fed-
eral review and approval.

The Clean Air Amendments of 1970 (84 Stat. 1676) expanded
the Federal Goverrndent's role by requiring the Administrator,
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to establish national
ambient air quality standards. Ambient air is that portion
of the atmosphere external to buildings and accessible to the
general public. Such standards apply to the total allowable
concentration of pollutants in the atmosphere from all emis-
sion potints.

On April 30, 1971, EPA published standards for six air
pollutants--sulfur oxide, nitrogen oxide, carbon monoxide,
particulates, hydrocarbons, and photochemical oxidants.
EPA's Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards said that
additional research is being done on other po.llutants, sucr
as lead, sulfates, and nitrates, and that standards for these
pollutants may be established by the late :.970s or early
1980s.

The 1970 amendments also require States to adopt plans
for implementing, maintaining, and enforcing national ambient
air quality standards. The plans are to include emission
limitations for pollution sources (e.g., power plants,
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incinerators) and timetables for complying with the national
standards. Pollutant emission standards to protect public
health were to be attained, in most cases, within 3 years
after EPA approved the State plans. EPA's 1976 enforcement
progress report states that ambient air quality standards
were to be met by May 31, 1975, except for portions of
15 States where an extension up to 2 years has been granted
for one or more polil'tants. EPA guidelines for Federal
agencies specified Ju.v 1, 1975, as the deadline for most
areas of the country to comply with the standards but did
not discuss enforcement (see pp. 15-17). The 95th Congress
is considering amendments that would extend the deadline up
to 5 years. A prior bill to revise the 1970 amendments died
on the final day of the 94th Congress.

The 1970 amendments specifically require Federal Acili-
ties to comply with air pollution control requirements to
the same extent any person is subject to such requirements.
Executive Orders 11282, 11507, and 11752, dated May 26, 1966,
February 4, 1970, and December 17, 1973, respectively, re-
affirmed Federal agencies' responsibilities to comply with
applicable standards and required them to provide leadership
in attaining such standards.

The last order required the heads of Federal agencies
(1) to make certain that facilities under their jurisdiction
are designed, constructed, managed, operated, and maintained
to conform to Federal, State, interstate, and local standards,
(2) to cooperate with EPA, State, interstate, and local agen-
cies in the prevention, control, and abatement of environ-
mental pollution, and (3; to provide information, in accord-
ance with EPA guidelines, necessary to determine installation
compliance.
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CHAPTER 2

PROGRESS OF MAJOR EMITTERS

TOWARD COMPLIANCE

The Environmental Protection Agency defines major air
pollution emitters as facilities capable of emitting at
least 100 tons of a single air pollutant a year. The major
emitters account for about 80 percent of all stationary
source air pollutants in the United States.

The Department of Defense (DOD) and its military serv-
ices have made progress in abating air pollution from sta-
tionary sources (all sources other than vehicles). However,
as of the July 1, 1975, deadline, they did not know if their
installations were complying with air pollution standards.
Requirements were established as early as August 1966 to
identify pollution sources and to periodically report on
progress in abating the pollution. Yet, in July 1976 or
1 year after the deadline, the services said that their
reporting requirements and other management controls did not
provide assurance that all air pollution problems requiring
corrective action had been identified.

COMPLIANCE WITH STATIONARY
SOURCE EMISSION STAlNDARDS

On May 6, 1975, EPA published guidelines for Federal
agencies' use in (1) determining the compliance status of
all Federal stationary sources subject to Federal, State,
and local emission limitations and (2) establishing com-
mitments to correct deficiencies. Air pollution sources
and related emissions data necessary to determine compliance
had to be reported to EPA and the State control agencies on
the air pollutant emissions report. The guidelines provide
for a three-phase (major emitters, minor emitters in highly
polluted areas, and all other) program for determining com-
pliance. The guidelines do not stipulate target dates for
submitting the air emission inventory.

Service officials said the inventory's results will
help them to (1) manage their air pollution control programs
by providing, for the first time, a baseline of all air pollu-
tion sources under their control and (2) identify any non-
complying sources for which no corrective action is planned.

We asked EPA for information on the status of compliance
by military installation3 at July 1, '975. Through its 10 re-
gional offices, EPA identified 269 DOD installations as major

3



air pollution emitters. EPA's regional officials pointed out
that they were not sure of the accuracy of the statistics and

that the compliance status of many installations was unknown
because there were not enough (1) source tests, (2) State and

EPA inspections, and (3) established procedures for obtaining
necessary data from Federal facilities. The table below sum-

marizes EPA's estimate of DOD's overall progress in comply-
ing with air pollution standards by the deadline.

July-l-195, compliance status-

Military Major Per - Per- Per-

service emitters In cent Out cent Unknown cent

Army 84 34 40 31 37 19 23

Navy 79 31 39 36 46 12 15

Air Force 104 51 49 28 27 25 24

Defense
Supply
Agency 2 - - -1 50 1 50

Total 269 116 43 96 36 57 21

DOD and EPA said (see apps. I and II) that about
70 percent of the major emitters were in compliance by Janu-
ary 1977. EPA said that it has classified 263 DOD installa-
tions as major emitters, and 21 more installations are on the

borderline between major and minor emitters. Tc clarify the

relative impact of DOD installations on attainment of cleaner

air, EPA noted that the 284 installations represented 1.3 per-
cent of the 22,140 major emitters which EPA has identified
at January 1, 1977.

COST-ESTIMATES FOR-FULL COMPLIANCE

To comply with air quality standards during fiscal years
1971-77, the services requested $256 million and received
$234 million for controlling air pollution and estimated that

an additional $101 million would be needed to correct air
pollution problems beyond fiscal year 1977.

The Clean Air Amendments of 1970 authorize the President
to exempt any executive bzanch emission source from compli-

ance if he determines it to be in the paramount interest of

the United States. No exemption, however, can be granted due

to lack of appropriation unless the President has specifically
requested such appropriation and the Congress has denied it-.

The following table shows that the Congress generally
has supported the military construction budget requests
for air pollution control projects.
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CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND-AGENCY-COMMENTS

We believe that many of the installations out of
compliance or in an unknown status could have complied by
the deadline had the services taken earlier actions to
determine the status of the installations.

The lack of emissions data from which compliance deter-
minations can be made appears t b'e resolved. The EPA air
pollutant emissions reports, when completed for all emitters,
should provide the data necessary for the services to deter-
mine the compliance status of their installations and to
monitor actions necessary to correct deficiencies.

In recognition of pending legislation to extend the
deadline (see p. 2), we recommend that the Secretary of De-
fenae require the Army, Navy, and Air Force to

--evaluate the current air pollution emission inven-
tories to isolate violations of stationary source
emission standards,

--develop the funding program needed to attain full
compliance by the new deadline, and

-- make a thorough inventory, if and when additional
standards are issued, to identify sources not in
compliance and take the actions necessary to meet
new standards in a timely manner.

DOD said (see app. I) it is in the process of identify-
ing those stationary sources which do not meet emission
standards and is continuously monitoring this effort through
semiannual and annual reports. DOD believes it has always
taken timely action to attain full compliance but that one
problem is that the Federal Government's budget system takes
3 years to move an abatement project from inception to
approval.

DOD also said that it is closely monitoring the pub-
lication of revised standards and the issuance of new
standards to effect timely implementation. As a followup,
it is insuring that appropriate projects are added to the
deficiency list which is updated on a semiannual basis
and that the projects are properly programed.
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CHAPTER 3

COMPLIANCE STATUS OF SeJECTED MAJOR-EMITTERS

The Environmental Protection Agency considered six of
the eight industrial installations we visited to be out of
compliance on July 1, 1975. The status of one installation
was in dispute (see ch. 4), and State authorities were re-
viewing the emission sources at McClellan Air Force Base,
California.

The table on the following page shows that these in-
stallations (excluding McClellan AFB) had identified
44 sources which needed corrective measures. Of this num-
ber, 22 were complying with applicable requirements and 22
were not. Of the 22 sources not in compliance on July 1,
1975, 14 had control projects in process, and three were
already in compliance at the time of our visit. All but
four of the sources are expected to be in compliance be ire
1978.

7



Status of StationarY Sources of Air Pollutants
at selected nustra- n atary nsatone

Comp'.iance Actual (A)/ facility
stateus expected (3) operating

Sources emitting 07/01/75 compliance under agreements
Installation air pollutants dat-e with State

Radford Army Powerhouse *1 1 (B) 06/77 Yes
Ammunition
Plant, Powerhouse #2 1 (E) 04/77 ast
Radford,
Va. Open burning of

explosive con- Not
taminated waste 1 (A) 05/76 applicable

(N/A)

Open burning of
waste propellants 1 (A) 03/77 N/A

Nitric acid/sulfuric
acid concentrators 1 (E) 06/77 No

Nitrocellulose
plants 1 (E' 07/77 No

a/Acid tanks 1 (E) 07/77 No

Oleum plant 1 (A) 01/73 N/A

Ammonia oxidation
plant 1 (A) 01/73 N/A

2 7 2

Holston Army Ammonia oxidation
Ammunition process 1 (E) 01/79 Yes
Plant,
Kingsport,
Tenn. 

Nitric acid con-
centrator: 1 (E) 01/79 Yes

Boilers-Areas A&B 2 (E) 11/77 Yes

Gas-producing plant 1 (E) 06/80 No

Open burning of ex-
plosive and explo-
sive contaminated
waste 1 (b) No

Open burning of
solid waste 1 (A) 11/74 N/A

1 6 4

Letterkenny Bo:ilers 1 (A) 1973 N/A
Army Depot,
Chambersburg, Open burning of
Pa. waste 1 (A) 08/75 N/A

1 1 0



Compliance Actual (Aj/ Facility
status expected (E) operatingSources emitting 07/01/75 compliance under agreementInstallation air pollutants n Out date with State

Alameda Naval Heati;g and steam
Air Station, plants (2 buildings) 2 (A) 1974 N/AAlameda,
Calif. Liquid storage

tanks 2 (A) 1967 N/A(3 buildings) 1 (A) 1973 N/A

Firefighting school 1 (A) 1967 N/A

Industrial sources 6 (A) 1973 N/A(7 buildings) 1 (A) 1974 N/A

13 0 0

Philadelphia Foundry 1 (A) 08/76 N/ANaval Base,
Philadelphia, Abrasive blast 1 (c) NoPa. facility

Test boilers 1 (A) 07/76 N/A
Firefighting school 1 (A) 04/75 N/A
Training boilers 1 (A) 11/75 N/A

1 4 0

Charleston Main power plant 1 (E) 18/79 NoNaval Base,
Charleston, Classified waste 1 (A) 10/75 N/AS.C. incinerators (2) 1 (d) N/A

Boilers (4 buildings) 4 (A) 10/70 N/A

4 3 0

Tinker Air Paint hanger 1 (E) 09/77 NoForce Base,
Oklahoma (e)
City,
Okla.

0 1 0
Total 22 22 6

a/This project has Deen completed; however, compliance will not be attaineduntil the pollutant controls are connected to the new nit-ic acid/sulfuricacid concentrators and nitrocelluIose plants under construction.

b/Control technology is not available.

c/City of Philadelphia officials consider this a minor source and will nottake action against the base unless a complaint is received.

d/One incinerator was deactivated in March 1975.

e/Tinker had not identified all of its air pollutant sources; therefore, thenumber of sources emitting air pollutants and their compliance status wereunknown.
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REASONSFOR MISSING JULY 1 1975
COMPLIANCE DEADLINE:- eANTAOLABLE
AND UNCONTROLLABLE

About half the reasons delaying compliance at five
installations visited were controllable and about half were
uncontrollable by the lailitary services. We categorized the
controllable reasons as (1) lengthy decisionmaking processes
on controlling emissions and (2) prolonged project design
phases. The uncontrollable reasons included (1) the energy
crisis, (2) the lack of technology, and (3) the unforeseen
construction delays.

The status and problems of the five installations may
not be indicative of the causes for noncompliance and delays
in attaining compliance at other facilities since we selected
the five because of their industrial activities. DOD said
that many of its 67 noncomplying .Iajor emitters are out of
compliance because of uncontrollable reasons, and corrections
have been programed for the few emitters which are out of com-
pliance because of controllable reasons.

The following table summarizes the reasons delaying com-
pliance for 16 sources at 5 installations.

10
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In March 1973, local pollution authorities formally
requested Tinker Air Force Base to provide a comprehensive
emissions inventory to determine the inptallation's compli-
ance status. As of March 1976, Tinker had not identified
and quantified all of its air pollut!on sources and had not
provided Federal, State, or local authorities with the in-
formation necessary to determine its air pollution status.
EPA, State, and local officials said that the installation
had not emphasized the importance of air pollution control.
DOD said that Tinker reported its emissions inventory to EPA
in June 1976 and, as of January 1977, had not received the
results of EPA and local officials' review.

Lengthy decisionmaking-process

Bringing 10 sources at four installations into compliance
was delayed while officials at various levels spent consider-
able time in reviewing and approving control plans. The
decisionmaking processes sometimes require6 3 years or more.
The following examples illustrate the delays.

Powerhouse No. 1 is Radford Army Ammunition Plant's
largest source of pollution and is capable of emitting about
41 tons of particulate matter daily. The primary reason for
the powerplant not being in compliance by the deadline was
the prolonged delay (39 months) in deciding how to control
the pollution. The energy crisis accounted for 10 months
of the delay. After the decision was made, it took another
21 months to design the control project.

In December 1969, the powerhouse was identified as an
air pollution source needing correction. In March 1970,
a fuel study recommended that the powerhouse continue using
coal with appropriate air pollution control devices. The
Army requested and the Congress appropriated fiscal year 1971
funds to install an electrostatic precipitator (a control
device which separates suspended particulates from a gas
stream via electrical charges) and a 300-foot stack. However,
a fuel study in September 1971 indicated that savings could
be achieved by converting the powerhouse to burn oil and gas,
G-d a fuel conversion project was submitted in place of the
precipitator and stack. DOD i'sapproved the fuel conversion
project in April 1972 because of a natural gas shortage. The
army returned to its original plans and completed the prelimi-
nary design in November 1972. Because the drawings indicated
cost overruns, officials delayed additional design work and
submitted a revised fuel study for approval. DOD again dis-
approved fuel conversion and, in February 1973, the Army

12



resumed designing the precipitator. The project is expected
to be completed in June 1977--2 years after the deadline.

The Charleston Naval Base main powerplant was identified
as a pollution source in March 1967. Although tests did not
reveal whether violations existed, the base began installing

air pollution control devices in June 1970 but canceled the
project. In March 1971, the base initiated a project to con-

vert the powerplant from coal to oil and natural gas. In
August 1973, DOD required that all fuel conversion projects
(from coal to gas or oil) be canceled because of the energy
crisis. The base restudied the matter and submitted a request

for particulate controls in June 1975. The controls were
expected to be funded in fiscal year 1978 and completed in

July 1979--4 years after the deadline. DOD now expects proj-

ect funding to be deferred to fiscal year 1979.

Charleston Naval Base officials said that a major problem

was the low priority assigned to environmental matters. Offi-

cials of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southern
Division, and State of South Carolina agreed that the instal-

lation did not emphasize environmental matters enough.

Prolonged design phases

Extensive time to design control projects delayed seven
sources at three installations from complying with air pollu-

tion regulations. Some projects took 4 years to design.
Reasons for the prolonged design periods were project scope
changes, design changes, and prolonged review and approval

of designs by various military levels. A project at Holston
Army Ammunition Plant illustrates the design delays.

According to State officials, Tennessee issued its Pollu-

tion Control Regulations for particulate matter in August
1969. A surrey conducted at l'olston Army Ammunition Plant

during May and June 1970 indicated that particulate emissions

from its stoker boilers s'hould .te reduced. The Army requested

air pollution control funds to install electrostatic precipi-

tators, and the Congress appropriated these funds for fiscal
year 1973. The design contract was awarded in May 1972, and
concept design was completed in December 1972. However, the

Corps of Engineers required the architect/engineer firm to

completely rework the design because it had the precipita-
tors inside the building rather than outside. The revised

concept design was completed in September 1973. The
architect/engineer finished the final design in April 1974.

The review and approval process was finished in February 1975,

33 months after awarding the design contract. Construction
is expected to be completed in November 1977--28 months after
the deadline.
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Energy crisis

Three installations planned to correct their air pollu-
tiH problems by converting to cleaner burning fuels. How-
ever, fear of oil and gas shortages from the energy crisis
caused these plans to be canceled. The installations had to
reduce emissions by installing control devices such as elec-
trostatic precipitators which delayed compliance at Charleston
Naval Base, Philadelphia Naval Base, and Radford Arm'/ Ammuni-
tion Plant.

Lack of technology

Lack of technology to control emissions primarily af-
fected explosive waste disposal at Army ammunition plants.
Because open burning of waste propellants at. the Radford Army
Ammunition Plant violated State regulations, the Army re-
quested funds for a waste propellant incinerator, and the
Congress appropriated the funds for fiscal year 1972. Due
mainly to lack of technology, the Army spent about 4 years
deciding how to control the emissions and design the project.
Radford had a prototype incinerator operating in May 1972 and
monitored its operation over a 14-month period. The results
provided the criteria to design the waste propellant incinera-
tor which was completed in March 1977--20 months ;after the
deadline.

Construction delays

Four sources at two installations failed to meet the com-
pliance deadline because of unforeseen construction delays.
These included a labor strike, bid protests, disputes with the
contractor over loss of equipment and material, and the time
needed to complete a high priority operational requirement.

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATION, AND AGENCY COMMENTS

We believe that the most time-consuming causes for not
meeting the compliance deadline were controllable. Quicker
decisions on controlling emissions and more timely project
designs would have allowed several DOD sources to attain
compliance by the deadline.

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense require the
Army, Navy, and Air Force to establish procedures to isolate
and monitor controllable factors delaying control projects
so that pollution sources can be brought into compliance and
necessary actions taken to meet any authorized extension of
the compliance deadline.
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DOD agreed (see app. I) and said that it is giving
greater attention to this area during semiannual review of
the overall program, during the budget review procesas, and
during staff visits to selected commands and installations.

.ASONS FOR LACK OF OPERATING
* REEMENTS

EPA guidelines for Federal agencies require consent (or
operating) agreements to be signed by representatives of
each Federal facility, EPA, and if possible, concurred with
by the State air pollution control agency. Consent agree-
ments state the conditions under which the facility will
operate and the schedule under which the facility will be
brought into compliance. Each agreement will identify the
source, the applicable standard, proposed control method, and
a timetable for attaining compliance.

The timetable represents the Federal facility's commit-
ment to achieve compliance and gives the progress dates for
(1) completing the design, (2) initiating and completing con-
struction of control devices or process modifications, and
(3) achieving final compliance. EPA and State inspections,
as resources permit, verify the facility's progress. Informa-
tion on source compliance status and progress will be pub-
lished in the State Implementation Plan Progress Report. The
guidelines do not discuss enforcement methods or procedures.

EPA said that of the 68 major emitters which DOD cur-
rently reports as out of compliance

-- 24 are on compliance schedules set forth in consent
agreements between EPA and the installations,

-- 22 are the subject of current negotiations which
should produce consent agreements, and

-- 22 are so close to complying or making such satis-
factory progress toward compliance that EPA does not
believe that consent agreements are needed.

Five of the installations visited did not have operating
agreements with State pollution control authorities for
10 noncomplying sources. State and local authorities pro-
vided various reasons for not having operating agreements
with the installations.
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